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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 20 & 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claims 20 & 21 recite the limitation "The wireless communication device of claim 
22" in the first line of each of the claims. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this 
limitation in the claim. It is believed by the examiner that the claims 20 & 21 were 
meant by applicant to recite "The wireless communication device of claim 19, as claim 
19 recites "A wireless communication device." The examiner is considering these 
claims on such an assumption. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 
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4. Claims 1-3, 7-13, 17, 18 & 22-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
clearly anticipated by Moutarlier (US 2004/0028072). 

Regarding claim 1, Moutarlier teaches a method comprising: adapting a size of a 
contention window of a collision avoidance mechanism based on an estimated number 
of active stations of a communication network (Page 1, [0010]; Moutarlier). 

Regarding claim 2, Moutarlier teaches the method of claim 1, comprising 
dynamically modifying the size of said contention window (Page 1, [0010]; Moutarlier). 

In regards to claim 3, Moutarlier teaches the method of claim 1, comprising 
modifying a parameter used in computing the size of said contention window (Page 4, 
[0049], [0050]: Moutarlier). Moutarlier shows that variables, or parameters, in 
calculating probabilities of the network usage can be modified to compute the 
contention window. 

Regarding claim 7, Moutarlier teaches the method of claim 3, comprising 
modifying the size of the contention window in relation to an estimated probability of 
collisions (Page 3, [0024]; Moutarlier). 

With regard to claim 8, Moutarlier teaches the method of claim 1 , comprising 
sending a signal indicating a request for modification of the size of the contention 
window (Page 3, [0024]; Moutarlier). The examiner is interpreting the request for 
modification to be the request from the devices 130 & 150 in figure 1 to alter the 
contention window, or back-off time. 

In regard to claim 9, Moutarlier teaches the method of claim 1 , comprising 
modifying a threshold value of a request-to-send mechanism (Page 3, [0024]; 
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Moutarlier). The examiner is interpreting the threshold value to be that of the value 
associated with the probability of the active terminals on the network, or the request-to- 
send mechanism. 

Regarding claim 10, Moutarlier teaches an apparatus comprising: a processor to 
adapt a size of a contention window of a collision avoidance mechanism based on an 
estimated number of active stations of a communication network (Page 2, [0017]; Page 
1 , [0010]; Moutarlier). It is inherent that a PC has a processor. 

In regard to claim 1 1 , Moutarlier teaches the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
apparatus comprises a wireless modem (Figure 1 ; Moutarlier). It is inherent in a 
wireless network that wireless modems exists. 

Regarding claim 1 2, Moutarlier teaches the apparatus of claim 1 0, wherein the 
apparatus comprises a wireless access point (Figure 1, Item 120; Moutarlier). 

With regard to 13, Moutarlier teaches the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
processor is to modify a parameter used in computing the contention window (Page 4, 
[0049],[0050]: Moutarlier). Moutarlier shows that variables, or parameters, in 
calculating probabilities of the network usage can be modified to compute the 
contention window. 

In regard to claim 17, Moutarlier teaches the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
processor is to adapt the size of said contention window based on an estimated 
probability of collisions(Page 3, [0024]; Moutarlier). 

Regarding claim 18, Moutarlier teaches the apparatus of claim 10, wherein the 
processor is to modify a threshold value of a request-to-send mechanism (Page 3, 
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[0024]; Moutarlier). The examiner is interpreting the threshold value to be that of the 
value associated with the probability of the active terminals on the network, or the 
request-to-send mechanism. 

Regarding claim 22, Moutarlier teaches a wireless communication system 
comprising: a station to transmit a signal indicating adaptation of a size of a contention 
window of a collision avoidance mechanism based on an estimated number of active 
stations of said wireless communication system (Figure 1, 120; Moutarlier); and a 
wireless communication device to receive the signal and adapt a size of the contention 
window (Figure 1, Items 130 & 150; Page 2, [0016]-[0018]; Moutarlier). 

In regard to claim 23, Moutarlier teaches the wireless communication system of 
claim 22, wherein the signal comprises a signal indicating modification of a parameter 
used in computing the contention window (Page 4, [0049], [0050]: Moutarlier). It is 
noted that the Moutarlier teachings read on the claim language as communication 
between devices is inherent to effect Moutalier's art. 

With respect to claim 24, Moutarlier teaches the wireless communication system 
of claim 22, wherein the signal comprises a signal indicating modification of a threshold 
value of a request-to-send mechanism (Page 3, [0024]; Moutarlier). The examiner is 
interpreting the threshold value to be that of the value associated with the probability of 
the active terminals on the network, or the request-to-send mechanism. 

Regarding claim 25, Moutarlier teaches a machine-readable medium having 
stored thereon a set of instructions that, if executed by a machine, cause the machine 
to perform a method comprising: adapting a size of a contention window of a collision 
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avoidance mechanism based on an estimated number of active stations of a 
communication network (Figure 1, Items 120, 130 & 150; Page 2, [0016]-[0018]; 
Moutarlier). 

Regarding claim 26, Moutarlier teaches the machine-readable medium of claim 
25, wherein the instructions result in dynamically modifying the size of said contention 
window(Page 1, [0010]; Moutarlier). 

In regards to claim 27, Moutarlier teaches the machine-readable medium of claim 
25, wherein the instructions result in modifying a threshold value of a request-to-send 
mechanism (Page 3, [0024]; Moutarlier). The examiner is interpreting the threshold 
value to be that of the value associated with the probability of the active terminals on 
the network, or the request-to-send mechanism. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 4-6 & 14-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Moutarlier in view of Liu et al (US 2004/0100936), herein Liu. 

Regarding claims 4 & 14, Moutarlier teaches the method and apparatus of claims 
3 & 13, however Moutarlier fails to further disclose modifying a parameter indicating a 
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minimum size of the contention window (CW). Liu does teach modifying a parameter 
indicating a minimum size of the contention window (Page 5, [0044]-[0045]; Liu). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to take the teaching of Liu changing the minimum 
size of the contention window, and incorporating the teaching into Moutarlier, as 
Moutarlier obviously has a contention window that obviously has a minimum size as 
Moutarlier is changing the size of the window. 

With regard to claims 5 & 15, Moutarlier teaches the method and apparatus of 
claims 3 & 13, however Moutarlier fails to further disclose modifying a parameter 
indicating an initial maximum size of the contention window. Liu does teach modifying a 
parameter indicating an initial maximum size of the contention window (Page 5, [0044]; 
Liu). Therefore it would have been obvious to take Liu's teaching of an initial maximum 
size of the contention window and implement the teaching into Moutarlier, since 
obviously Moutarlier would have to set a first value of the CW in order to accommodate 
a back off time of non infinite length. 

In regard to claims 6 & 16, Moutarlier teaches the method and apparatus of 
claims 3 & 13, however Moutarlier fails to teach modifying a parameter indicating a non- 
initial maximum size of the contention window. Liu teaches modifying a parameter 
indicating a non-initial maximum size of the contention window (Page 6, [0053]; Liu). 
Therefore it would have been obvious to take the teaching of Liu and implement it in 
Moutarlier as Moutarlier teaches continual updates thereby obviously requiring a 
possible non-initial maximum resize as taught by Liu in order to facilitate optimal back 
off times. 
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7. Claims 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Moutarlier in view of Reece et al (US 2005/0261027), herein Reece. 

In regards to claim 19 Moutarlier teaches a wireless communication 
device comprising: a processor to adapt a size of a contention window of a collision 
avoidance mechanism based on an estimated number of active stations of a 
communication network (Page 2, [0017]; Page 1, [0010]; Moutarlier). It is obvious that 
a PC has a processor. However Moutarlier fails to teach that the device has a dipole 
antenna, Moutarlier does teach a wireless PC card however (Page 2, [0017]; 
Moutarlier). Reece teaches a wireless PC card having a dipole antenna (Page 2, 
[0025]; Reece). Therefore it would have been obvious to implement the dipole antenna 
of Reece's PC card in Moutarlier's PC card in order to establish a cost effective RF 
radiating means in the PC card. 

Regarding claim 20, Moutarlier and Reece teach the wireless communication 
device of claim 19, furthermore Moutarlier teaches wherein the processor is to 
dynamically modify a parameter used in computing the contention window (Page 1 , 
[0010]; Moutarlier). 

With regard to claim 21 , Moutarlier and Reece teach the wireless communication 
device of claim 19, furthermore Moutarlier teaches wherein the processor is to 
dynamically modify a threshold value of a request-to-send mechanism (Page 3, [0024]; 
Moutarlier). The examiner is interpreting the threshold value to be that of the value 
associated with the probability of the active terminals on the network, or the request-to- 
send mechanism. 
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Conclusion 



8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Lee (US 2004/0004973) discloses a method for performing contention-based 
access for real-time application and medium access control hierarchy module. 

Li (US 2004/0047314) discloses adaptive channel access for carrier sense 
multiple access based systems. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Christian A. Hannon whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7385. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon. - Fri. 8:00 AM - 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Nay Maung can be reached on (571) 272-7882. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 





QUOCHIEN B. VUONG 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



